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The applicants respectfully request recGnsideration of ihe final rejection mailed on 1 7 
May 2006 for the reasons that follow. 

Independent claims 1, 7 and 1 1 were rejected under section 103 as being unpatentable 
over Dulin et al. in view of Murakami et aL and Berger. The ofS.ce action states the following: 

"Berger teaches a thennal expansion coefScient absorption means for 
absorbing a difiference between thennal expansion coefBci^ts of a tube covering 
a lead in a resolver excitation windings (col. 1 lines 40-50).** 

However^ Berger does not teach this. The text of Berger cited by the examiner refers to a 
mecfaanical connection between a hub and a sleeve, which are not parts that involve wiring. 
Althougih Borger fails to idmtify the hub and sleeve he is referring to in column 1 , lines 40-50 
with specificity, a hub is a common mechanical part at the center of a rotating device. A sleeve 
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that mates with a hub is another mechanical part that is common in rotating devices and has 
nothing to do with wiring, leads, crossovers or insulating tubes. 

In any e\'ent, col. 1, lines 40-50 of Berger merely states that, as background information, 
thermal expansion betwem mechanical parts causes stress and can change operating 
characteristics of the device. There is no mention of a crossover lead or an insulation tube or any 
structure that relates to the claimed invention. The Berger patent relates to the mechanical 
Structure of a resolver and does not relate to wiring, leads, crossovers or insulating tubes. 
Although coil wiring is shown in the Berger patent, it does not relate to thermal expansion or 
means for absorbing thermal expansion. Therefore, the language quoted above from the office 
action is tmsupported by the Berger reference, and examiner's reliance on Berger is not 
understandable. 

Hie office action further states the following: 

Berger further teadies wherein the thermal expansion coefiBcient 
absorption means (col. 1 lines 40-45) comprises adjacent ends of insulating tube 
units and a predetermined gap defined between the adjacent ends, the plurality of 
insulating tube units, the plurality of insulating tube units therd>y being capable 
of expanding or contracting in response to temperature changes. 

However, col. 1, lines 40-50 fail to mention anything of the sort. There is simply no 
mention of an insulating tube in the text cited by the examiner. If this rejection is not withdrawn, 
the examiner is requested to specify where insulating tube units and a gap are mentioned in 
B^ger. 

Thus, while Berger is apparently being relied on to show a "tiimnal expansion coefficient 
absorption means*' as claimed in claim 1, B^ger fails to show such a means. Therefore* the 
combination of Dulin etaL in view of Murakami et aL and Berger fails to satisfy the terms of at 
least claim I , and the rejection should be withdrawn. 
2 
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FurthCT, since Berger fails to show a thermal expansion coefficient absorption means, 
there is no reason that one of ordinary skill would have combined Berger with Dulin et aL and 
Murakami et aL 

Since Berger fails to teach the subject matter for which it is cited in the office action, as 
indicated above, and since it would not have been obvious to have combined Berger with the 
other cited references, the applicants respectfully request that this rejection be withdrawtL 

While there are many other arguments to be made against the rejections, the arguments 
relating to Berger above are notable since those alone should be sufficient to ovCTCome the 
rejection without looking further. Therefore^ the applicants respectfiilly request that the 
examiner reconsider at least the application and teachings of die Berger reference. 

In view of the foregoing, the applicants submit diat ttiis application is in condition for 
allowance. A timely notice to that effect is respectfully requested. If questions relating to 
patentability remain, the examiner is invited to contact the undersigned by telephone. 

If there are any problems witfi the payment of fees, please charge any underpayments and 
credit any overpayments to Deposit Account No. 01-0305. 



Respectfiilly submitted. 



Adduci, Mastriani & Schaumb^g, L.L.P. 
1200 Seventeeth St N.W. 
Washington, DC 20036 
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